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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; susanh@ida.net

Cc: Zavala, Bernie; Jennings, Jannine; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: EMF FMC OU Groundwater Flow Model Teleconference Follow-up
Date: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 3:41:58 PM

Scott and Susan:

Thanks for participating in the teleconference this morning with FMC and Simplot. Could you join
me, Bernie, Jannine, and EPA’s ORD guys tomorrow, July 2, at 2:30 pm MDT (1:30 pm PDT) to
discuss the call and next steps? If so, here’s the teleconference information.

Call-in number (866) 299-3188 followed by access code |||l

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Marguerite Carpenter

Cc: Rob Hartman; Zavala, Bernie; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net;
McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: EPA Comments on the Training Center Vault Closure Work Plan

Date: Friday, July 03, 2015 1:11:58 PM

Attachments: WP for TC Vault Closure Comments 7-3-15.pdf

Marjo:

Attached are EPA comments on the Training Center Vault Closure Work Plan. EPA believes these
comments can be addressed shortly. Please let me know if you have questions about the
comments. Thanks.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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July 3, 2015
EPA REVIEW COMMENTS
WORK PLAN FOR TRAINING CENTER VAULT CLOSURE

FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116
Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site

EPA has completed a technical review of the Work Plan for Training Center (TC) Vault Closure
at the FMC facility near Pocatello, l1daho in coordination with the Tribes and IDEQ. Technical
comments identified during the course of this review are presented below.

The vault at one time functioned as a shallow injection well and so EPA’s review of the draft
closure plan included input from the Region’s Underground Injection Control (UIC) program.

. COMMENTS ON THE WORK PLAN

Section 1.1, Background, page 1

1. According to the second paragraph in this section, in “an abundance of caution,” the hose
that was connected to the south end of the vault during sludge transfer was
decontaminated and then disposed at the Bannock County landfill. For completeness, the
text should also specify the disposition of the hose connected to the north end of the
vault. FMC has not yet confirmed that sludge located in the north end of the vault does
not also contain elemental phosphorus (P4).

Section 1.3.2, Assessment of Potential Groundwater Impacts from the TC Vault and Former
Drainfield, page 5

2. As discussed on page 5 of the Work Plan, orthophosphate and total phosphorus
concentrations are higher in well 134 (upgradient of the TC vault) than they are in wells
111 and TW-5S (downgradient and sidegradient of the TC vault, respectively). Thus, it
does not currently appear that the TC vault is acting as an orthophosphate/total
phosphorus source for groundwater in the area. However, depending on results of Work
Plan implementation, it may be necessary for FMC to sample groundwater downgradient
of, but closer to, the vault and former drainfield.

Section 2.1.1, Removal of Remaining Liquids and Solids, Pressure Washing, and Inspection of
the Vault, pages 7 and 8

3. This section of the Work Plan appears to overlook detail regarding concrete components
of the vault. This section does not discuss disposition of the sawed and removed concrete
sections of the vault roof. In addition, the Work Plan should include requirements to







inspect the concrete structure for staining (associated with P4 or other chemical
contamination), and a contingency plan for further evaluating the extent of potential
releases if such staining be identified. Furthermore, it is recommended that a preliminary
integrity assessment be conducted prior to initiating Step 7: Pressure Washing of the
Vault Walls and Floor. The purpose of this preliminary inspection would be to ensure
that there are no holes or significant cracks through which contamination could be further
released to the environment during the pressure washing process. Expand the Work Plan
as needed to address these issues.

Section 2.1.3, Contingent Downgradient Pipeline Cleaning, page 9

4.

This section calls for cleaning of the pipeline between the TC vault effluent pipe and
manhole MHNL if P4 is observed in sediments from the second stage of the vault.
Expand the Work Plan to explain why no pipeline cleaning is believed to be necessary
beyond manhole MHN1.

Section 3.0, Documentation, page 14

5.

This section of the Work Plan should be expanded to note that the field work summary
report will also include recommendations for next steps with regard to the vault and a
survey of the final grading in this area.

COMMENTS ON APPENDIX A: Contingent TC Vault Subsurface Investigation
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)

Section 1.1, TC Vault Subsurface Investigation, page A-1

1.

If the contingency SAP is implemented, soil samples will be collected in locations biased
toward an areas with impaired integrity. If the whole unit appears deteriorated, soil
borings will be advanced adjacent to the vault, with two borings to the west and one
boring to the east. Justification should be provided for placement of only one boring on
the east side. Two borings could be advanced to the east, offset from those to the west,
and provide greater coverage of the study area.

The contingency SAP also indicates that the borings will be drilled to a depth of 40 feet
below ground surface (bgs). According to the SAP, “this depth is expected to intercept
soil potentially impacted by a release from the vault.” This assumption relies on the
likelihood that contamination would spread laterally with depth and time. However, a
more reliable way to detect soil contamination in the vault area would be to collect soil
samples directly beneath the unit (in addition to the proposed adjacent boring locations).
Expand the Work Plan to explain why no soil sampling is directly beneath the vault
(focusing on areas of deterioration and/or cracking). Because this unit will be backfilled
upon completion of the investigation, there is no need to avoid penetration of the concrete
floor to maintain future usability of the unit.







Section 1.2.2, Split-Spoon Soil Sampling, page A-3

3. The last paragraph in this section should be expanded to indicate that split-spoon
samplers and brass liners will be decontaminated prior to and after use during the
investigation.

Section 2.7.4, Surveying, page A-12

4. Expand the SAP to indicate whether soil boring locations will be surveyed immediately
after completion of field work, with data used in development of the summary report for
the field effort.

Section 2.7.6, Photo Logs, page A-13

5. Expand the SAP to indicate that any staining, cracks, or obvious deterioration in the
concrete vault structure will be photographed during the field effort.










From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Marguerite Carpenter

Cc: Rob Hartman; rtpoeton@msn.com; Paul.Ritter@deq.idaho.gov; Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net;
Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@degq.idaho.gov; Zavala, Bernie; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell
Kimberlee

Subject: FMC OU Gamma Cap Performance Evaluation Report Addendum Comments

Date: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 5:47:21 PM

Attachments: EMC gamma test comments 7-1-15.pdf

Attached are EPA comments, developed in coordination with the Tribes and IDEQ, on the “Gamma
Cap Performance Evaluation Report Addendum” which FMC submitted June 5, 2015. Please let us
know if you have questions regarding any of the comments. Thanks.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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July 1, 2015

EPA REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE FMC OU SOIL REMEDY
GAMMA CAP PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORT ADDENDUM

Submitted June 5, 2015

FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116
Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site

General

EPA is in general agreement with the methods and conclusions of the report. Specifically, the results of
the study demonstrate that (1) the shielded sodium iodide detector has the sensitivity necessary to
meet RAOs (2) the correlation between shielded sodium iodide detector results in counts per minute
and HPIC uR/hr can be determined with sufficient confidence to provide a basis for use of the shielded
sodium iodide system in final status surveys, and (3) the proposed minimum 12 inch thick cap appears
adequate to provide shielding sufficient to meet RAOs. As noted below, this last conclusion depends
strongly on the assumption that the radium-226 concentrations and radiation levels encountered during
the testing can be considered representative of the site generally.

EPA is concerned that the measured radium-226 concentrations in slag reflect potential weakness in
available data on radium-226 concentrations in slag site-wide. Assumptions regarding radium-226
concentrations have been based on a handful of samples obtained during the 1970’s (EPA 1977 and FMC
2004). Samples analyzed during the current testing indicated radium-226 concentrations higher than
expected. If radium-226 concentrations in slag were considerably higher than was the case during the
gamma cap testing, the conclusions regarding cap thickness could have been different. Follow-up
actions or measurements should be taken to ensure that gamma cap testing data (for radium-226
concentrations in slag and/or the resulting radiation levels from slag) can be considered representative
of the site generally.

With regard to the data for the 10 inch thick cap, it should be noted that the data does not show that
the 10 inch cap is thick enough to meet RAOs. Accordingly, a cap thickness design specification of “12
inches plus or minus 2 inches” would not be adequate.

Necessary changes, along with specific comments and recommendations follow:

1. Section 1.1 Project Background: Recommend edit for clarity.

The radium-226 concentration of 3.8 pCi/g is referenced as a “cleanup level”. This has been the practice
in previous documents as well, but it should be clarified. The 3.8 pCi/g value for radium-226 represents







EPA’s Baseline HHRA Soil Background (95" Percentile), (SRI Addendum Table 3-1). EPA recommends
clarification of the last sentence beginning at the bottom of page 1-1 (“The exposure rate...which is
documented in Section 2 of the GCWP.”). Recommend instead:

“The exposure rate, above background, equivalent to the 1E-04 incremental cancer risk for the outdoor
commercial/industrial worker scenario is 2.8 microroentgens per hour (uR/hr) as documented in Section
2 of the Gamma Cap Performance Evaluation Work Plan.”

2. Slag Sample Results: Follow-up actions regarding radium -226 concentration/radiation level data
are needed.

Measured radium-226 concentrations for the test pad (average 35.7 pCi/g) are 16 % higher than
previously assumed and modeled in the Gamma Cap Work Plan (the Gamma Cap Model Report used a
value of 31 pCi/g). These results are of potential concern and should be addressed in more detail.
Although the increase was not enough to cause the 12 inch thick cap to fail to meet the RAO in this case,
it raises questions about the data used for remedy and cap design. If slag concentrations in significant
areas were even a few percent higher than observed during the test, then it would be possible that a 12
inch thick cap would not be adequate. The minimum 12 inch thick cap design depends on a good
understanding of the range of radium-226 concentrations in slag. This study would appear to have
raised a question about the range of radium-226 in slag that should be anticipated. In light of that
result, additional follow-up actions to evaluate site-wide Ra-226 concentrations (and/or associated
radiation levels) are needed to assure that the assumptions incorporated into a minimum cap thickness
design are adequately protective when applied site-wide.

3. Section 4.2.1, page 4-4: Minor change, “non-liner” should be “non-linear”.

4. Section 4.2.2 Conversion Factor com/uR/hr: Recommend alternate calculation.

The response of the sodium iodide detector varies with the nature of the gamma energy spectrum. The
gamma energy spectrum will tend to become “hardened” with additional cap thickness. Therefore the
sodium iodide response as a function of exposure rate and cap thickness could be expected to be
nonlinear. The derivation of the conversion factor of 740 com/uR/hr is based on correlations performed
over a range of gamma energy spectra.

Since the RAO is based on a risk-based level of 2.8 uR/hr above background, and this 2.8 uR/hr
increment applies to the radiation that will be residual through a 12 inch cap, it is also possible to
consider the correlation in the more appropriate range of 10 inch to 14 inch cap thickness.

Using MS Excel, the data from 10, 12 and 14 inch cap thicknesses can be used to determine the slope of
the data from 10 to 14 inch cap thickness. That result is 757 cpm/uR/hr with a standard deviation of 31
cpm/uR/hr. Using this conversion, the 2 standard deviation range for the cpm/uR/hr conversion is 695 —
819 cpm/uR/hr. Note that the average of 757 cpm/uR/hr is similar to the value of 760 com/uR/hr
obtained from NUREG-1507 for Ra-226 in equilibrium with decay products, and also to the 740







cpm/uR/hr obtained in Section 4.2.2. Using the lower 2 standard deviation value of 695 cpm/uR/hr
would provide a more conservative estimate of the RAO in terms of sodium iodide cpm.

5. Section 4.2.1 Demonstration of the RAO: Section should include sodium iodide data evaluation.

This section applies MARSSIM evaluation criteria to the 12 inch cap using HPIC data. A similar analysis
using shielded sodium iodide data would be useful, since the shielded sodium iodide is anticipated to be
the final status survey instrument. The RAO increment equivalent to 2.8 uR/hr can be derived based on
the conversion factor of com/uR/hr. Using the shielded sodium iodide data from the 12 inch cap and
the background data along with the derived DCGLw, it appears that the 12 inch cap would pass the
MARSSIM screening evaluation in much the same way as demonstrated using the HPIC data. Section
4.2.1 should include such demonstration for the sodium iodide data.

6. Demonstration of the RAO for the 10 inch cap thickness: 10 inch cap thickness fails MARSSIM

MARSSIM provides an additional screening criterion:

“Is the difference of the survey unit average and the reference area average greater than the DCGLw? If
“yes” then the survey unit does not meet the release criterion.”

Using this test, it should be noted in Section 4.2.1 that based on both sodium iodide and HPIC data, the
10 inch cap would fail to meet RAOs.

7. Page 4-7 Shielded Gamma Count Rate Equivalent: Clarification needed on RAO derivation.

As clarification, the “suggested EPA method” to determine the MDA for the shielded sodium iodide
detector is necessary and consistent with the guidance of MARSSIM. MARSSIM identifies the standard
deviation of measured values as including the real spatial variability in the quantity being measured, as
well as the precision of the chosen measurement system. MARSSIM recommends a realistic or
conservative estimate of the MDA. As noted in MARSSIM, it is preferable to overestimate the MDA and
for direct measurements including background. The purpose of the “suggested EPA method” is to
provide a useful and realistic characterization of the detection capabilities of the instrument within the
context of the background levels where it will be expected to operate.

On page 4-7, the Addendum describes the shielded gamma count rate equivalent of the RAO as 5,741
cpm using the equation from Section 4.2.2. This does not appear to be consistent with the correlation
factor of 740 cpm/uR/hr derived in Section 4.2.2. Using the conversion of 740 cpm/uR/hr from Section
4.2.2, the RAO of 2.8 uR/hr (above background) would be equivalent to 2.8 x 740 = 2072 cpm (above
background). While this does not appear to alter the conclusions of the section, the derivation of the
shielded gamma count rate equivalent to the RAO should be clarified.

8. Section 5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations: Cover thickness should be 12 inches minimum.

The conclusion that a cover thickness of “12 inches plus or minus 2 inches” meets performance
standards is not supported by the results of the gamma tests. The gamma tests show that a cover







thickness of 10 inches would not be adequate to demonstrate that RAOs have been met. The conclusion
should be restated as “cover thickness of a minimum of 12 inches”.

EPA agrees with the conclusions regarding reference areas. It is unclear whether the sodium iodide
detectors would exhibit the same temporal variability as the HPIC (Section 3.4.1), but providing for
reference area measurements contemporaneous with final status surveys is probably appropriate.
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From: Sheldrake, Beth

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Lepic FOIA FW: FMC
Date: Thursday, July 09, 2015 5:38:15 PM

Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10

Office of Environmental Cleanup

Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1

p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

From: Albright, Rick

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 12:58 PM
To: Sheldrake, Beth

Subject: Re: FMC

Thanks. And sorry for the inconvenience.

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 9, 2015, at 12:55 PM, Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov> wrote:

No problem. I will just shorten my unit meeting.

Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup

Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1

p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

From: Albright, Rick

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 12:49 PM
To: Sheldrake, Beth

Subject: RE: FMC

Jim will be on the Portland Harbor call — the very meeting I’'m skipping. So we may be
back to 1:30 — I’'m still waiting to hear back if that works for him.

From: Sheldrake, Beth
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:50 AM
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To: Albright, Rick
Subject: RE: FMC

2:30 would be fine with me if that isn’t too late for Jim W....

Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup

Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1

p: 206.553.0220 | ¢: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

From: Albright, Rick

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:41 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth

Subject: RE: FMC

What about later in the afternoon?

I have a 2:30-4:30 meeting on Portland Harbor, but I'm debating the need for me to be
at that meeting. I'm thinking there advantages of not going in terms of keeping Cami
in the lead, and that would resolve both the conflict with your unit meeting and the
check-in you scheduled at 3 pm.

From: Sheldrake, Beth

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:37 AM
To: Albright, Rick

Subject: RE: FMC

I have my monthly unit meeting from 1:30 to 2:30, but | can delay the start 15 minutes
or so to accommodate.

Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10

Office of Environmental Cleanup

Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1

p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

From: Albright, Rick

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:30 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth

Subject: FW: FMC
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FYI. Are you available?

From: Woolford, James

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:29 AM
To: Albright, Rick

Subject: RE: FMC

Partly. About P4.

Jim Woolford, Director
Office of Superfund Remediation & Technology Innovation
US EPA

Sent from my Windows Phone
Please excuse typos

From: Albright, Rick
Sent: 7/9/2015 2:27 PM

To: Woolford, James
Subject: RE: FMC

| do. Between 1:30-2:30 PDT. Let me see about Beth’s availability. She isin a meeting
right now.

Does this have anything to do with Lee Juan Tyler’s rant at the NTOC?

From: Woolford, James

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 10:15 AM
To: Albright, Rick

Subject: FMC

Time for a 15 minute conversation later today? You'll probably need Beth S.

Jim Woolford, Director
Office of Superfund Remediation & Technology Innovation
US EPA

Sent from my Windows Phone
Please excuse typos
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From: Sheldrake, Beth

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Lepic FOIA FW: FMC
Date: Thursday, July 09, 2015 5:38:50 PM

Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10

Office of Environmental Cleanup

Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1

p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

From: Albright, Rick

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:41 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth

Subject: RE: FMC

What about later in the afternoon?

I have a 2:30-4:30 meeting on Portland Harbor, but I’'m debating the need for me to be at that
meeting. I’'m thinking there advantages of not going in terms of keeping Cami in the lead, and that
would resolve both the conflict with your unit meeting and the check-in you scheduled at 3 pm.

From: Sheldrake, Beth

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:37 AM
To: Albright, Rick

Subject: RE: FMC

I have my monthly unit meeting from 1:30 to 2:30, but | can delay the start 15 minutes or so to
accommodate.

Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10

Office of Environmental Cleanup

Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1

p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

From: Albright, Rick

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:30 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth

Subject: FW: FMC
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FYI. Are you available?

From: Woolford, James

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:29 AM
To: Albright, Rick

Subject: RE: FMC

Partly. About P4.

Jim Woolford, Director
Office of Superfund Remediation & Technology Innovation
US EPA

Sent from my Windows Phone
Please excuse typos

From: Albright, Rick
Sent: 7/9/2015 2:27 PM

To: Woolford, James
Subject: RE: FMC

| do. Between 1:30-2:30 PDT. Let me see about Beth’s availability. She is in a meeting right now.

Does this have anything to do with Lee Juan Tyler’s rant at the NTOC?

From: Woolford, James

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 10:15 AM
To: Albright, Rick

Subject: FMC

Time for a 15 minute conversation later today? You'll probably need Beth S.

Jim Woolford, Director
Office of Superfund Remediation & Technology Innovation
US EPA

Sent from my Windows Phone
Please excuse typos
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From: Sheldrake, Beth

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Lepic FOIA FW: FMC
Date: Thursday, July 09, 2015 5:38:33 PM

Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10

Office of Environmental Cleanup

Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1

p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

From: Albright, Rick

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:51 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth

Subject: RE: FMC

I'll ask and get back to you.

From: Sheldrake, Beth

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:50 AM
To: Albright, Rick

Subject: RE: FMC

2:30 would be fine with me if that isn’t too late for Jim W....

Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup

Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1

p: 206.553.0220 | c¢: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

From: Albright, Rick

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:41 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth

Subject: RE: FMC

What about later in the afternoon?

| have a 2:30-4:30 meeting on Portland Harbor, but I’'m debating the need for me to be at that
meeting. I’'m thinking there advantages of not going in terms of keeping Cami in the lead, and that
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would resolve both the conflict with your unit meeting and the check-in you scheduled at 3 pm.

From: Sheldrake, Beth

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:37 AM
To: Albright, Rick

Subject: RE: FMC

I have my monthly unit meeting from 1:30 to 2:30, but | can delay the start 15 minutes or so to
accommodate.

Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup

Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1

p: 206.553.0220 | ¢: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

From: Albright, Rick

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:30 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth

Subject: FW: FMC

FYI. Are you available?

From: Woolford, James

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:29 AM
To: Albright, Rick

Subject: RE: FMC

Partly. About P4.

Jim Woolford, Director
Office of Superfund Remediation & Technology Innovation
US EPA

Sent from my Windows Phone
Please excuse typos

From: Albright, Rick
Sent: 7/9/2015 2:27 PM

To: Woolford, James
Subject: RE: FMC

| do. Between 1:30-2:30 PDT. Let me see about Beth’s availability. She is in a meeting right now.
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Does this have anything to do with Lee Juan Tyler’s rant at the NTOC?

From: Woolford, James

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 10:15 AM
To: Albright, Rick

Subject: FMC

Time for a 15 minute conversation later today? You'll probably need Beth S.

Jim Woolford, Director
Office of Superfund Remediation & Technology Innovation
US EPA

Sent from my Windows Phone
Please excuse typos






From: Sheldrake, Beth

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Lepic FOIA FW: FMC
Date: Thursday, July 09, 2015 5:39:01 PM

Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10

Office of Environmental Cleanup

Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1

p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

From: Albright, Rick

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:30 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth

Subject: FW: FMC

FYI. Are you available?

From: Woolford, James

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:29 AM
To: Albright, Rick

Subject: RE: FMC

Partly. About P4.

Jim Woolford, Director
Office of Superfund Remediation & Technology Innovation
US EPA

Sent from my Windows Phone
Please excuse typos

From: Albright, Rick
Sent: 7/9/2015 2:27 PM

To: Woolford, James
Subject: RE: FMC

| do. Between 1:30-2:30 PDT. Let me see about Beth’s availability. She is in a meeting right now.

Does this have anything to do with Lee Juan Tyler’s rant at the NTOC?

From: Woolford, James
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Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 10:15 AM
To: Albright, Rick
Subject: FMC

Time for a 15 minute conversation later today? You'll probably need Beth S.
Jim Woolford, Director
Office of Superfund Remediation & Technology Innovation

US EPA

Sent from my Windows Phone
Please excuse typos






From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov

To: Williams. Jonathan; susanh@ida.net

Cc: Zavala, Bernie; Jennings, Jannine; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: EMF FMC OU Groundwater Flow Model Teleconference Follow-up
Date: Monday, July 06, 2015 6:24:42 AM

Jonathan,

Sorry | missed the teleconference on July 2. | went on vacation directly after the July 1 call.

My general thoughts on the model is that FMC did not do what was asked. They simple
chose to present a model scenario that had the least impact on the current model
calibration, which as a result, had minimal effect on the capture of modeled particles
(nothing really changed).

Scott

Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 4:42 PM

To: Scott Miller; susanh@ida.net

Cc: Zavala, Bernie; Jennings, Jannine; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: EMF FMC OU Groundwater Flow Model Teleconference Follow-up

Scott and Susan:

Thanks for participating in the teleconference this morning with FMC and Simplot. Could you join
me, Bernie, Jannine, and EPA’s ORD guys tomorrow, July 2, at 2:30 pm MDT (1:30 pm PDT) to
discuss the call and next steps? If so, here’s the teleconference information.

Call-in number (866) 299-3188 followed by access code_

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams. Jonathan

To: Gaylene Turnage; Jennings. Jannine

Cc: Kelly Wright; Sheldrake, Beth; Shannell L. Bernal; Virginia Monsisco; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: EPA Grants FMC

Date: Thursday, July 02, 2015 5:35:31 PM

Thanks. | recall suggesting that the Work Plan be finalized consistent with EPA comments before preparing the other grant
application information. I've recently provided Kelly Wright with EPA comments on his initial draft Work Plan. | expect that
Kelly will begin to revise the draft Work Plan next week upon returning to his office.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Gaylene Turnage [mailto:gturnage@sbtribes.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 5:52 PM

To: Jennings, Jannine

Cc: Kelly Wright; Williams, Jonathan; Sheldrake, Beth; Shannell L. Bernal; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: EPA Grants FMC

Jannine —

Please find attached a Revised Application Package, Detailed Budget Worksheet, and updated Work Plan for FMC. If you have
any questions or concerns, please give me a call.

Thanks,

Gaylene L. Turnage

Sr. Confracting Compliance Officer

Coniracts and Granfs Department

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 4 F.O. Box 306 Pima Drive 4Fort Hall ID §3203-0306
Fhone 208.478.3821 4 Cell 208.681.7445#Fax. 208.478.3719

Email. gturnage@sbtribes com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This message and the accompanying documents (if applicable) may contain information that is privileged, confidential, or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the
reader of this electronic transmission is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you are strictly prohibited from reading, disseminating, distributing, or copying
this communication. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original transmission. Thank you.
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From: Jill Grant

To: Gervais, Gregory; Kelly Wright; Adam. Michael

Cc: Virginia Monsisco; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; McDonnell,
Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: ETT suggested schedule change

Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2015 6:39:22 AM

Good morning all,

I’ve found out since our last emails that I’ll be traveling August 25-27, so if the ANL
presentation could be at another time that would be great. | could potentially be in Fort Hall
on August 27 (depending on flight schedules) or August 28, as | have a meeting in Gallup on
August 26 and could drive to Albuquerque after the meeting and fly from there.

Thanks,
Jill

From: Gervais, Gregory [mailto:Gervais.Gregory@epa.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2015 4:58 PM

To: Kelly Wright; Adam, Michael

Cc: Virginia Monsisco; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Jill Grant;
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: ETT suggested schedule change

Mike and Kelly,
Sorry for the delay in my response. A couple thoughts:

- Revised draft report due date (8/14) seems reasonable given Argonne’s circumstances

- We may want to also consider the week of 8/31 for additional potential dates for the On
Site Presentation at Fort Hall. That would provide additional flexibility in finding a suitable
date, as well as give the Tribes and EPA HQ a couple weeks with the draft document and
advise our respected leaders on key areas to gather any clarifications from Argonne’s team
during the presentation.

- Therevised schedule seems to shorten the review period a little, to 5 weeks. | know
Argonne would like to complete the final report before December, but the Tribes and EPA
HQ should affirm that we are OK with that.

- Thereis no ‘Final Draft,” only a Draft Report, Final Report and a Final Response to Comments
per our June 2014 Salt Lake City meeting with the Tribes and the project tasking provided to
Argonne.

Many thanks,
Greg

clajaaaaaaaaeaaaaeaaeaeaaaaaacecaaaaaaecicicialciiCiCCIE

Greg Gervais, P.E.
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Chief, Technology Assessment Branch | EPA OSWER OSRTI TIFSD
1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW, MC 5203P | Washington, DC 20460
703-603-0690 (0) | 571-289-2998 (c) | gervais.gregory@epa.gov | epa.gov/superfund | clu-in.org

**EPA cannot accept emails greater than 25MB | Contact me for send options**
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From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 2:33 PM

To: Adam, Michael; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais,
Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Cc: Virginia Monsisco

Subject: RE: ETT suggested schedule change

Tribes are okay with this and understand the importance of medical needs. Hope all is well with
them or their family. Looking forward to seeing the draft.

Thanks

Kelly

From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 12:21 PM

To: Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill
Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright; McDonnell, Kimberlee; Susan Hanson
Subject: ETT suggested schedule change

All,

Argonne reported to me a couple of weeks ago that they may have to modify the schedule to
maintain the final product quality for the Review. | have worked with Argonne to modify the
schedule in order to still deliver the Final in mid-November. A key member of Argonne’s team had
some unexpected medical leave, but the team is now back to work. They key dates are now
proposed for:

[Brackets have previous schedule dates]

Draft Review August 14th [July 22]
On-site Presentation August week of 17" or 24" [August 11]

Comments from Tribes and EPA due to Argonne September 21st [Sept 11]
Final Draft and Response to Comment November 18 [October 30]

Please let me know ASAP if you have problems with these dates.

Thanks,
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Mike

Michael Adam, U.S. EPA

Environmental Scientist; Cleanup Technology Advocate
Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

Web: http://www.cluin.org
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From: Gervais, Gregory

To: Kelly Wright; Adam. Michael

Cc: Virginia Monsisco; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Jill Grant
_(jarant@jillgrantlaw.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: ETT suggested schedule change

Date: Tuesday, June 30, 2015 1:58:01 PM

Mike and Kelly,
Sorry for the delay in my response. A couple thoughts:

- Revised draft report due date (8/14) seems reasonable given Argonne’s circumstances

- We may want to also consider the week of 8/31 for additional potential dates for the On Site
Presentation at Fort Hall. That would provide additional flexibility in finding a suitable date,
as well as give the Tribes and EPA HQ a couple weeks with the draft document and advise
our respected leaders on key areas to gather any clarifications from Argonne’s team during
the presentation.

- The revised schedule seems to shorten the review period a little, to 5 weeks. | know Argonne
would like to complete the final report before December, but the Tribes and EPA HQ should
affirm that we are OK with that.

- Thereis no ‘Final Draft,” only a Draft Report, Final Report and a Final Response to Comments
per our June 2014 Salt Lake City meeting with the Tribes and the project tasking provided to
Argonne.

Many thanks,
Greg

Qaeelaaeaeeiaaeaeeiaaeaeeiaaeaeeiaeaeaeeaaeeeiaaeaeelaaeelele,

Greg Gervais, P.E.

Chief, Technology Assessment Branch | EPA OSWER OSRTI TIFSD

1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW, MC 5203P | Washington, DC 20460

703-603-0690 (0) | 571-289-2998 (c) | gervais.gregory@epa.gov | epa.gov/superfund | clu-in.org

**EPA cannot accept emails greater than 25MB | Contact me for send options**
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From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 2:33 PM

To: Adam, Michael; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais,
Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Cc: Virginia Monsisco

Subject: RE: ETT suggested schedule change

Tribes are okay with this and understand the importance of medical needs. Hope all is well with
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them or their family. Looking forward to seeing the draft.
Thanks
Kelly

From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 12:21 PM

To: Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill
Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright; McDonnell, Kimberlee; Susan Hanson
Subject: ETT suggested schedule change

All,

Argonne reported to me a couple of weeks ago that they may have to modify the schedule to
maintain the final product quality for the Review. | have worked with Argonne to modify the
schedule in order to still deliver the Final in mid-November. A key member of Argonne’s team had
some unexpected medical leave, but the team is now back to work. They key dates are now
proposed for:

[Brackets have previous schedule dates]

Draft Review August 14th [July 22]
On-site Presentation August week of 17t or 24t [August 11]

Comments from Tribes and EPA due to Argonne September 21st [Sept 11]
Final Draft and Response to Comment November 18 [October 30]
Please let me know ASAP if you have problems with these dates.

Thanks,

Mike

Michael Adam, U.S. EPA

Environmental Scientist; Cleanup Technology Advocate
Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

Web: http://www.cluin.org
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Kelly Wright

Cc: Virginia Monsisco; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: FMC 2016 workplan draft

Date: Thursday, July 02, 2015 5:33:29 PM

Attachments: 2016 FMC SBT Work Plan EPA comments.doc

Thanks. I've reviewed and provided suggested revisions in redline/strikeout. Please note the
following.

1) The Task 1 RD/RA deliverables that | think will be reviewed during the Period of Performance
are the two groundwater RD documents scheduled to be submitted after October 1, 2015.
That’s based upon FMC’s most recent monthly report of June 15, 2015. | then added a
placeholder for soil cap construction verification reporting.

2) The rationale for EPA’s estimated hours for Task 4 and Optional Task 6 are shown below the
overall cost table at the end of the Work Plan.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com]
Sent: Monday, June 22, 2015 4:09 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan

Cc: Virginia Monsisco

Subject: FMC 2016 workplan draft

Jonathan, sorry for not getting this too you sooner but here is a draft version of the FMC
Cooperative Agreement. Let me know if you have any questions or comments. Also wasn’t sure
about the crushing of slag, | thought it was to be completed in October so | added one month worth
for it.

Thanks

Kelly
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2016 FMC Operable Unit



Cooperative Agreement Work Plan


Summary of the Project



In accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended, Section 104, the Shoshone Bannock Tribes are submitting their 2016 Cooperative Agreement Work Plan for the FMC Operable Unit component of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site and the FMC RCRA Ponds. The work plan addresses activities necessary for the Tribes’ meaningful participation in CERCLA actions required under the 2013 Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) against FMC to implement the 2012 Interim Record of Decision Amendment (IRODA), and 2010 UAO for response actions at the RCRA ponds.  



  These activities are limited to: providing EPA with comments on FMC UAO submittals, observing oversight of FMC on-site work with EPA, and communication (both internal and external) regarding CERCLA UAO implementation.


Activities described in the work plan will be conducted in accordance with Section 104, of CERCLA, as amended; and will be executed by the Shoshone Bannock Tribes Environmental Waste Management Program.


This narrative and scope of work includes tasks, deliverables and budget that have been defined for this program. The task specific scope of work identifies the anticipated activity and projected due dates for fiscal year 2016 (October 1, 2015 through September 30, 2016).



EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS


Background:



The Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site covers approximately 2,530 acres northwest of Pocatello, Idaho. It includes two adjacent phosphate ore processing facilities. The former FMC Corporation operated a facility from the early 1940’s until December 2001. The J.R. Simplot Company Don Plant is still an active facility. 


This site consists of three operable units:  FMC OU, Simplot OU and Off-Plant property. The FMC OU is the former FMC elemental phosphorus manufacturing plant, consisting of approximately 1,450 acres in southeastern Idaho, northwest of Pocatello, most of which is on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation.  


FMC began processing phosphate ore and manufacturing elemental phosphorus at its plant in 1949 and continued until the plant ceased operations in December 2001.


Ignitable-reactive elemental phosphorus, gamma radiation, heavy metals and other hazardous substances are in FMC OU soils and groundwater. The Interim Record of Decision (IRODA) of September 27, 2012 signed by EPA provides requirements to be implemented at the FMC OU. While the Tribes did not concur with the 2012 IRODA, they remain committed to ensure FMC compliance with the 2013 UAO to implement the IRODA. 


In 2006 and again in June 2010, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Order requiring FMC to conduct removal actions to abate an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health or welfare or the environment that may be presented by the actual or threatened release of hazardous substances at or from the RCRA pond area of this site.   Phosphorus within the RCRA Units has been reacting and generating phosphine at concentrations which could pose a significant human health risk if uncontrolled.



FMC continues work at the site to implement the Remedial Design/ Remedial action and provides a monthly updated project schedule. This Work Plan is based upon that anticipated work occurring as scheduled.


Task 1: Review of Remedial Design and Remedial Action Submittals. 


Provide review of RD/RA submittals to ensure Tribal trust resources and issues are addressed.  The FMC RD/RA deliverables anticipated, Tribal level of effort expected, and date comments are due to EPA are shown in the tables below for the soil and groundwater interim remedies.  



Field observation with EPA to ensure that FMC response actions are consistent with approved plans is accounted for in Task 4.



Each quarter, the specific activities accomplished will be compiled into the Quarterly Performance Report (QPR).  The Quarterly Performance Reports will include the number of hours spent reviewing each FMC deliverable. The proposed budget is an estimate and may be adjusted as work and level of effort is determined.



Scheduled RD/RA Work – Tribes will provide written and/or verbal comments on FMC UAO submittals to EPA.  The RD/RA submittals scheduled for 2016 are shown below with corresponding estimates of hours needed to review each one and provide comments to EPA.  This list is current as of June   2015 but may change in accordance with the updated project schedule issued each month by FMC for EPA approval. Likewise, the dates for Tribal comments are based upon EPA receipt several days before providing comments to FMC.  Accordingly, those dates may change if the project schedule is adjusted.














GW Remedy RD Submittal Estimated Date SBT Review Hours
Due Date












Pre-Final RD and RAWP

11/10/15



12/31/15



Final RD and RAWP


01/29/16



02/20/16


Soil Remedy Construction Verification Reports 



TBD


Times needed for dates for submittals are estimates and may change due to content of the submittals. Some of these submittals may take an increased effort which will be reported in the appropriate QPR.



Deliverables: 


Provide written and/or verbal comments to EPA  on documents submitted by FMC under the 2013 UAO (which are concurrently provided to the Tribes for  review). 



60 days following each quarter activities will be compiled into the Quarterly Performance Reports.  The Quarterly Reports will also include the number of hours spent reviewing each FMC deliverable.



Environmental Waste Management Staff and contractors will work on this project which includes the: Program Manager, Waste Activities Coordinator, Environmental Scientists, and contractor.  Individuals working on this project have expertise in hazardous waste management, risk identification, assessment, tribal risk scenarios, resource protection, groundwater and waste technologies, superfund and RCRA process, environmental science and engineering, remedial investigations, feasibility studies, sampling, and oversight.   All staff and contractors monitoring the work and conduction inspections have appropriate OSHA credentials including Haz-Woper 1910.20.


Task 2: Public Involvement – Communications.


Provide updates to public, policy makers, and membership on current progress, issues and respond to questions, concerns if any. 


Level of effort includes coordination with policy leaders on a regular basis and with departments and community meetings as requested.   Fort Hall Reservation is comprised of 5 Districts.  Regularly scheduled monthly meetings have been established to allow tribal members an opportunity for updates regarding environmental and other issues impacting their resources. Light refreshments may need to be purchased for these meetings. As part of the Tribal culture, meetings with light refreshments are a necessity as well as encouragement for active participation.  Attendance at these meetings requires an added level of effort and resources for staff and consultants. This is a complex project that requires an increased level of effort to prepare for meetings and follow-up response.


It is being estimated that for each District at least one meeting will occur as well as one or two with the Policy Makers. For the Tribal estimate 7 meetings with light refreshment would be $86 per meeting.



Deliverables:


Each quarter, the specific activities will be compiled into the Quarterly Performance Report.  The Quarterly Reports will include the date(s) of the meeting(s) and number of hours spent at each one. The proposed budget is an estimate and may be adjusted as work and level of effort is determined.


Task 3: RCRA Ponds CERCLA UAO. 


FMC is required to perform tasks at their RCRA ponds per a 2010 CERCLA UAO.  This task is for the Tribes’ meaningful participation in CERCLA actions required under the Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) against FMC for response actions at the RCRA ponds.   The activities anticipated under this task include review of weekly reports submitted by FMC, review of monthly reports submitted by FMC, participation in monthly conference calls with FMC, EPA, and IDEQ, and accompanying EPA representatives conducting oversight of RCRA ponds work on site.  


Deliverables:


Each quarter, the specific activities will be compiled into the Quarterly Performance Reports.  The Quarterly Performance Reports will include the dates and number of hours spent on conference calls and accompanying EPA on site.  The QPR will also identify costs expended for this task separately from the other tasks as EPA will be recovering Task 3 costs under the RCRA Ponds UAO.  



Task 4: Field Observational Monitoring of Response Actions. 



Tribes have requested to be onsite with EPA representatives during remedial activities.  Initial estimates are based on EPA on-site oversight contractors working 60 hours per week other than December-February.  The  Tribes anticipate  having someone on sight at least 80% of the FMC contractor time (48 hours weekly) during remedial action construction field seasons.  This estimate may increase or decrease based upon  activities at the site.   


Deliverables:


The dates Tribal representatives accompany EPA will be compiled into the Quarterly Performance Reports.  The Quarterly Reports will also include the number of hours spent with EPA representatives on each of those days spent observing response actions on site.



Task 5:  Project Management.


The Tribes require approximately 8 hours a month to track financial resources. Level of effort will be dependent upon the amount of work performed during the quarter; detailed reports must include the number of hours associated with each action taken. In addition, it is estimated that about 8 hours will be needed for preparing and submitting each quarterly performance report.. 


In order for the Tribes to provide the community with a central location to review records, discuss projects, outcomes and future activities the Tribes propose to hire a Technical Records specialist with costs being shared across the various programs.   This grant will fund X percent of the Technical Records specialist position during the period of performance.


The Tribes will identify a central location for all records to be placed and staffed by Technical Records Specialist to organize documentation from project, update, and maintain files.  


Budget and resource management planning and coordination will require resources. 



Staff from the EWMP expected to perform this work are the Environmental Coordinator, Technical Records Specialist, and Program Manager. 



Deliverables:


Quarterly Performance Reports will be submitted no later than 60 days following end of quarter.  


The QPRs will 





Optional Task 6:  Air Quality.


As noted with the 2015 Cooperative Agreement, The Tribes intend to conduct air quality monitoring consistent with the UAO through an EPA CERCLA program approved QAPP and SAP. The Tribes anticipate  samples will be collected weekly for approximately 1 month (~4 weeks) and analyzed in accordance to the approved QAPP and SAP.  This would be 4 samples analyzed at an estimated cost of $1,000 per sample. 


The anticipated SAP/QAPP will describe the role of Tribal Air Quality Program staff,   Environmental Waste Management Program staff, and qualified consultants.  


Air monitoring has been only estimated for the targeted completion date of October 30, 2015. If this activity should occur any other time in FY-2016, additional resources will be requested in time for EPA to award necessary funds.


Deliverables: 


If this task is accomplished as expected, validated analytical data will be reported approximately 30 days following receipt of the final sampling results. 



60 days following each quarter, the activities will be compiled into the Quarterly Performance Report.  The Quarterly Reports will include the number of hours spent acquiring samples and reviewing data along with the analytical costs incurred.


			SBT Estimated Hours – East Michaud Flats - FMC OU


Soil Remedy


			Contractor Hours


			Laboratory 





			Task 1. Review of Documentation


			


			


			





			  Pre-Final Groundwater Remedy RD Submittal


			


			


			





			


			


			


			





			 Soil Remedy Construction Verification Reports


			


			


			





			


			


			


			





			Staff includes Program Manager, Environmental Scientist, Waste Activities Coordinator and Field/Technical Records Specialist


			(PM-80, ES-40, WAC-8 and FTRS-32)





			Task 2:  Public Involvement/Communications


			128


			52


			





			Sub-Task I. Regular Quarterly District Meetings (5 Districts) 


			60


			28


			





			Sub-Task II. Monthly communication with Policy Makers


			48


			24


			





			Staff includes Program Manager, Environmental Scientist, Waste Activities Coordinator and Field/Technical Records Specialist


			(PM-40, ES-40, WAC-20 and FTRS-28)





			Task 3:  RCRA Ponds UAO


			168


			160


			





			Sub-Task I. Gas Extraction


			80


			80


			





			Sub-Task II. Long term monitoring 


			60


			60


			





			Sub-Task III. Other Events As Defined


			28


			20


			





			Staff includes Program Manager, Environmental Scientist, Waste Activities Coordinator and Field/Technical Records Specialist


			(PM-40, ES-64, WAC-32 and FTRS-32)





			Task 4:  Monitoring Oversight


			  865


			 415


			





			Staff includes Program Manager, Environmental Scientist, Waste Activities Coordinator and Field/Technical Records Specialist


			(PM-272, ES-816, WAC-272 and FTRS-272)





			Task 5:  Project Management


			128


			0


			





			Sub-Task I. Project Organization/Monthly Budget reviews


			96


			


			





			Sub-Task II. Quarterly Reporting


			32


			


			





			Staff includes Program Manager and Waste Activities Coordinator


			(PM-32 and WAC 96)





			Task 6: Ambient Air Monitoring


			 40


			0


			$4,000





			Subtask I. Technical Assistance


			 40


			


			





			Subtask II. Analytical Services


			


			


			$4,000





			Staff includes PM and AS


			(PM-80 and AS-80)





			Task 7: Technical Records Management


			120


			


			





			Field/Technical Records Specialist


			120





			Total Hours


			2496


			1112


			$4,000








			SBT Estimated Costs – Eastern Michaud Flats - FMC OU





			Personnel


			$ 61,967.00





			Fringe Benefits


			$ 16,087.00





			Travel


			$ 2,508.00





			Supplies


			$ 2,000.00  





			Contractual - Contractor (1132 hours at $92.82/hour)


			$105,072.00





			Contractual – Analytical Services


			$4,000.00





			Indirect Charges


			$ 20,686.00





			Other Expenses (Light Refreshments)


			$ 602.00





			Total


			$212,922.00








Revise table based upon comments above.  Note that only local travel costs should be included, and minimal supplies.  EPA has estimated Task 3 SBT staff time of 865 hours assuming one person is on site four hours each day during the construction season.  EPA has estimated Optional Task 6 SBT staff time as one week of work spread across the one month period of time when air quality monitors might be used.
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From:

Gervais, Gregory

To: Jill Grant

Cc: Kelly Wright; Adam, Michael; Virginia Monsisco; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca,
Silvina; McDonnell. Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: Re: ETT suggested schedule change

Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2015 9:28:11 AM

All,

I plan to send out a note to you later this week to begin the planning for Argonne's presentation to
the Tribes and EPA, particularly the date, location, specifics on the venue, meeting facilitation,

expectations, and the role of the meeting relative the review and commenting period. Planning

would likely include a call with Argonne's team leader and his facilitation contractor to nail down

some items, in addition to a preferred/available dates and times for the presentation that | will
likely gather via an online survey to you.

Many thanks,

Greg

Sent from my mobile device

On Jul 14, 2015, at 9:39 AM, Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com> wrote:

Good morning all,

I’ve found out since our last emails that I’ll be traveling August 25-27, so if the ANL
presentation could be at another time that would be great. | could potentially be in
Fort Hall on August 27 (depending on flight schedules) or August 28, as | have a
meeting in Gallup on August 26 and could drive to Albugquerque after the meeting
and fly from there.

Thanks,
Jill

From: Gervais, Gregory [mailto:Gervais.Gregory@epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2015 4:58 PM

To: Kelly Wright; Adam, Michael

Cc: Virginia Monsisco; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina;
Jill Grant; McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: ETT suggested schedule change

Mike and Kelly,
Sorry for the delay in my response. A couple thoughts:

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->-  <I--[endif]-->Revised draft report due date (8/14) seems
reasonable given Argonne’s circumstances

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->-  <I--[endif]-->We may want to also consider the week of
8/31 for additional potential dates for the On Site Presentation at Fort Hall. That
would provide additional flexibility in finding a suitable date, as well as give the
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Tribes and EPA HQ a couple weeks with the draft document and advise our
respected leaders on key areas to gather any clarifications from Argonne’s team
during the presentation.

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->-  <I--[endif]-->The revised schedule seems to shorten the
review period a little, to 5 weeks. | know Argonne would like to complete the final
report before December, but the Tribes and EPA HQ should affirm that we are OK
with that.

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->-  <I--[endif]-->There is no ‘Final Draft,” only a Draft
Report, Final Report and a Final Response to Comments per our June 2014 Salt
Lake City meeting with the Tribes and the project tasking provided to Argonne.

Many thanks,
Greg
QPCERRPQP@EPEEPRQRAPAQEPEAPEEPEREAQEPAPEPEPRCEAPAREPEEPEPEPEPEEP@@Q@

Greg Gervais, P.E.

Chief, Technology Assessment Branch | EPA OSWER OSRTI TIFSD

1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW, MC 5203P | Washington, DC 20460

703-603-0690 (o) | 571-289-2998 (c) | gervais.gregory@epa.gov | epa.gov/superfund | clu-

In.org

**EPA cannot accept emails greater than 25MB | Contact me for send options**

clejcaaaaeaeeeeeccaaaaeaeaeeeeccaaaaaaeaeaeaeceelccicice

From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 2:33 PM

To: Adam, Michael; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina;
Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee;
susanh@ida.net

Cc: Virginia Monsisco

Subject: RE: ETT suggested schedule change

Tribes are okay with this and understand the importance of medical needs. Hope all is well
with them or their family. Looking forward to seeing the draft.

Thanks

Kelly

From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 12:21 PM

To: Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais,
Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright; McDonnell, Kimberlee; Susan
Hanson

Subject: ETT suggested schedule change
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All,

Argonne reported to me a couple of weeks ago that they may have to modify the schedule
to maintain the final product quality for the Review. | have worked with Argonne to modify
the schedule in order to still deliver the Final in mid-November. A key member of
Argonne’s team had some unexpected medical leave, but the team is now back to work.
They key dates are now proposed for:

[Brackets have previous schedule dates]

Draft Review August 14th [July 22]
On-site Presentation August week of 17t or 24th [August 11]

Comments from Tribes and EPA due to Argonne September 21st [Sept 11]
Final Draft and Response to Comment November 18 [October 30]
Please let me know ASAP if you have problems with these dates.

Thanks,

Mike

Michael Adam, U.S. EPA

Environmental Scientist; Cleanup Technology Advocate
Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

Web: http://www.cluin.org
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deqg.idaho.gov; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;
Wayne.Crowther@deg.idaho.gov; Greutert. Ed [USA]; Rock. Steve; Paul.Ritter@deq.idaho.gov;
rtpoeton@msn.com; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: Revised Draft EPA Comments on the Gamma Cap Performance Evaluation Report Addendum
Date: Monday, June 29, 2015 3:03:30 PM

Attachments: Draft FMC gamma test comments June 29.docx

Draft FMC gamma test comments June 29 cleanversion.docx

Please review these revised draft comments for consistency with our discussion June 25. | would like
to finalize and provide to FMC soon, and most certainly by the end of this week. Thanks.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2015 11:25 AM

To: 'Kelly Wright'; susanh@ida.net; 'Douglas.Tanner@deg.idaho.gov'; 'Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.goVv';
'Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov'; 'Greutert, Ed [USA]'; Rock, Steve; 'Paul.Ritter@deq.idaho.gov';
'rtpoeton@msn.com'; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC OU Bi-Weekly Call Reminder for Today, 2-3 pm Mountain Time

The call will focus on EPA draft comments of June 16 (attached) sent to you all June 17 on the
”"Gamma Cap Performance Evaluation Report Addendum” Report FMC submitted concurrently to
EPA the Tribes, and DEQ June 5. BAH will initiate the call. Here’s the phone info.

Dial In - (877) 885-1087

passcode -

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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FMC OU – Gamma Cap Performance Evaluation Report Addendum June 2015


DRAFT – R. Poeton; June 2916, 2015








General





EPA is in general agreement with the methods and conclusions of the report. Specifically, the results of the study demonstrate that (1) the proposed minimum 12 inch thick cap appears adequate to provide shielding sufficient to meet RAOs; (21) the shielded sodium iodide detector has the sensitivity necessary to meet RAOs and (32) the correlation between shielded sodium iodide detector results in counts per minute and HPIC uR/hr can be determined with sufficient confidence to provide a basis for use of the shielded sodium iodide system in final status surveys. ,and (3) the proposed minimum 12 inch thick cap appears adequate to provide shielding sufficient to meet RAOs. As noted below, this last conclusion depends strongly on the assumption that the radium-226 concentrations and radiation levels encountered during the testing can be considered representative of the site generally.  





With regard to the data for the 10 inch thick cap, it should be noted that the data does not show that the 10 inch cap is thick enough to meet RAOs. This may affect the cap thickness design specification of “12 inches plus or minus 2 inches”. 





With regard to the measured radium-226 concentrations in slag, EPA is concerned that the results may indicate that a review of radium-226 concentrations may be needed or that a thicker gamma cap may be required to ensure the cap will meet the remedial action objectives (RAO).  Historically radium-226 activity in slag routinely exceeds 30 pCi/g, which was the activity level assumed for slag used to estimate the thickness of the gamma cap required to meet the RAOs.  Although EPA agrees in general that radium-226 activities average about 30 pCi/g in slag, the proposed cap thickness design appears to have used this for the maximum activity expected in slag.  Analytical results in Tables F-1 and F-2 of FMC (2004) and Table 4 of EPA (1977) illustrate that radium-226 activity in slag routinely exceeds 30 pCi/g to an extent that could result in the inability of the 12 inch gamma cap to achieve the RAO in at least some areas of the site.





EPA is concerned that the measured radium-226 concentrations in slag reflect potential weakness in available data on radium-226 concentrations in slag sitewide. Assumptions regarding radium-226 concentrations have been based on a handful of samples obtained during the 1970’s (EPA 1977 and FMC 2004). Samples analyzed during the current testing indicated radium-226 concentrations higher than expected. If radium-226 concentrations in slag were considerably higher than was the case during the gamma cap testing, the conclusions regarding cap thickness could have been different. Followup actions or measurements should be taken to ensure that gamma cap testing data (for radium-226 concentrations in slag and/or the resulting radiation levels from slag) can be considered representative of the site generally. 





With regard to the data for the 10 inch thick cap, it should be noted that the data does not show that the 10 inch cap is thick enough to meet RAOs. This may affect the cap thickness design specification of “12 inches plus or minus 2 inches”. 





[bookmark: _GoBack]Necessary changes, along with Specific specific comments and recommendations follow:





1. Section 1.1 Project Background:  Recommend edit for clarity.


The radium-226 concentration of 3.8 pCi/g is referenced as a “cleanup level”. This has been the practice in previous documents as well, but it should be clarified. The 3.8 pCi/g value for radium-226 represents EPA’s Baseline HHRA Soil Background (95th Percentile), (SRI Addendum Table 3-1). EPA recommends clarification of the last sentence beginning at the bottom of page 1-1 (“The exposure rate…which is documented in Section 2 of the GCWP.”). Recommend instead: 





 “The exposure rate, above background, equivalent to the 1E-04 incremental cancer risk for the outdoor commercial/industrial worker scenario is 2.8 microroentgens per hour (uR/hr) as documented in Section 2 of the Gamma Cap Performance Evaluation Work Plan.”





2. Slag Sample Results:  Review of Followup actions regarding radium -226 concentration/radiation level  data is are needed.


Measured radium-226 concentrations for the test pad (average 35.7 pCi/g) are 16 % higher than previously assumed and modeled in the Gamma Cap Work Plan (the Gamma Cap Model Report used a value of 31 pCi/g).  These results are of potential concern and should be addressed in more detail. Although the increase was not enough to cause the 12 inch thick cap to fail to meet the RAO in this case, it raises questions about the data used for remedy and cap design. If slag concentrations in significant areas were even a few percent higher than observed during the test, then it would be possible that the 12 inch thick cap would not be adequate. The 12 inch thick cap design depends on a good understanding of the range of radium-226 concentrations in slag. This study would appear to have raised a question about the range of radium-226 in slag that should be anticipated.  In light of that result, a review additional followup actions to evaluate sitewide  of Ra-226 concentrations (and/or associated radiation levels)data is recommended  are needed to assure that the assumptions incorporated into cap thickness design are adequately protective when applied sitewide.. 





3. Section 4.2.1, page 4-4:  Minor change, “non-liner” should be “non-linear”.





4. Section 4.2.2 Conversion Factor cpm/uR/hr:  Recommend alternate calculation.


The response of the sodium iodide detector varies with the nature of the gamma energy spectrum. The gamma energy spectrum will tend to become “hardened” with additional cap thickness. Therefore the sodium iodide response as a function of exposure rate and cap thickness could be expected to be nonlinear. The derivation of the conversion factor of 740 cpm/uR/hr is based on correlations performed over a range of gamma energy spectra.


Since the RAO is based on a risk-based level of 2.8 uR/hr above background, and this 2.8 uR/hr increment applies to the radiation that will be residual through a 12 inch cap, it is also possible to consider the correlation in the more appropriate range of 10 inch to 14 inch cap thickness.  


Using MS Excel, the data from 10, 12 and 14 inch cap thicknesses can be used to determine the slope of the data from 10 to 14 inch cap thickness. That result is 757 cpm/uR/hr with a standard deviation of 31 cpm/uR/hr. Using this conversion, the 2 standard deviation range for the cpm/uR/hr conversion is 695 – 819 cpm/uR/hr. Note that the average of 757 cpm/uR/hr is similar to the value of 760 cpm/uR/hr obtained from NUREG-1507 for Ra-226 in equilibrium with decay products, and also to the 740 cpm/uR/hr obtained in Section 4.2.2. Using the lower 2 standard deviation value of 695 cpm/uR/hr would provide a more conservative estimate of the RAO in terms of sodium iodide cpm.


5. Section 4.2.1 Demonstration of the RAO:  Section should include sodium iodide data evaluation.


This section applies MARSSIM evaluation criteria to the 12 inch cap using HPIC data. A similar analysis using shielded sodium iodide data would be useful, since the shielded sodium iodide is anticipated to be the final status survey instrument.  The RAO increment equivalent to 2.8 uR/hr can be derived based on the conversion factor of cpm/uR/hr .  Using the shielded sodium iodide data from the 12 inch cap and the background data along with the derived DCGLw, it appears that the 12 inch cap would pass the MARSSIM screening evaluation in much the same way as demonstrated using the HPIC data. Section 4.2.1 should include such demonstration for the sodium iodide data.


6. Demonstration of the RAO for the 10 inch cap thickness:  10 inch cap thickness fails MARSSIM


MARSSIM provides an additional screening criterion:


“Is the difference of the survey unit average and the reference area average greater than the DCGLw? If “yes” then the survey unit does not meet the release criterion.”





Using this test, it should be noted in Section 4.2.1 that based on both sodium iodide and HPIC data, the 10 inch cap would fail to meet RAOs.





7. Page 4-7 Shielded Gamma Count Rate Equivalent:  Clarification needed on RAO derivation.


As clarification, the “suggested EPA method” to determine the MDA for the shielded sodium iodide detector is necessary and consistent with the guidance of MARSSIM. MARSSIM identifies the standard deviation of measured values as including the real spatial variability in the quantity being measured, as well as the precision of the chosen measurement system. MARSSIM recommends a realistic or conservative estimate of the MDA. As noted in MARSSIM, it is preferable to overestimate the MDA and for direct measurements including background. The purpose of the “suggested EPA method” is to provide a useful and realistic characterization of the detection capabilities of the instrument within the context of the background levels where it will be expected to operate.


On page 4-7, the Addendum describes the shielded gamma count rate equivalent of the RAO as 5,741 cpm using the equation from Section 4.2.2. This does not appear to be consistent with the correlation factor of 740 cpm/uR/hr derived in Section 4.2.2. Using the conversion of 740 cpm/uR/hr  from Section 4.2.2, the RAO of 2.8 uR/hr (above background) would be equivalent to 2.8 x 740 = 2072 cpm (above background). While this does not appear to alter the conclusions of the section, the derivation of the shielded gamma count rate equivalent to the RAO should be clarified. 


8. Section 5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations: Cover thickness should be 12 inches minimum.


The conclusion that a cover thickness of  “12 inches plus or minus 2 inches” meets performance standards is not supported by the results of the gamma tests. The gamma tests show that a cover thickness of 10 inches would not be adequate to demonstrate that RAOs have been met. The conclusion should be restated as “cover thickness of a minimum of 12 inches”. 


EPA agrees with the conclusions regarding reference areas. It is unclear whether the sodium iodide detectors would exhibit the same temporal variability as the HPIC (Section 3.4.1), but providing for reference area measurements contemporaneous with final status surveys is probably appropriate.


References


EPA (1977).  Radiological Surveys of Idaho Phosphate Ore Processing – The Thermal Process Plant, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Radiation Programs Las Vegas Facility, Las Vegas, NV, November 1977.


FMC (2004).  REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION UPDATE MEMORANDUM FOR THE FMC PLANT OPERABLE UNIT, FMC Idaho, LLC, December 2014.






















[bookmark: _GoBack]FMC OU – Gamma Cap Performance Evaluation Report Addendum June 2015


DRAFT – R. Poeton; June 29, 2015








General





EPA is in general agreement with the methods and conclusions of the report. Specifically, the results of the study demonstrate that (1) the shielded sodium iodide detector has the sensitivity necessary to meet RAOs (2) the correlation between shielded sodium iodide detector results in counts per minute and HPIC uR/hr can be determined with sufficient confidence to provide a basis for use of the shielded sodium iodide system in final status surveys ,and (3) the proposed minimum 12 inch thick cap appears adequate to provide shielding sufficient to meet RAOs. As noted below, this last conclusion depends strongly on the assumption that the radium-226 concentrations and radiation levels encountered during the testing can be considered representative of the site generally. 





EPA is concerned that the measured radium-226 concentrations in slag reflect potential weakness in available data on radium-226 concentrations in slag sitewide. Assumptions regarding radium-226 concentrations have been based on a handful of samples obtained during the 1970’s (EPA 1977 and FMC 2004). Samples analyzed during the current testing indicated radium-226 concentrations higher than expected. If radium-226 concentrations in slag were considerably higher than was the case during the gamma cap testing, the conclusions regarding cap thickness could have been different. Followup actions or measurements should be taken to ensure that gamma cap testing data (for radium-226 concentrations in slag and/or the resulting radiation levels from slag) can be considered representative of the site generally. 





With regard to the data for the 10 inch thick cap, it should be noted that the data does not show that the 10 inch cap is thick enough to meet RAOs. This may affect the cap thickness design specification of “12 inches plus or minus 2 inches”. 





Necessary changes, along with specific comments and recommendations follow:





1. Section 1.1 Project Background:  Recommend edit for clarity.


The radium-226 concentration of 3.8 pCi/g is referenced as a “cleanup level”. This has been the practice in previous documents as well, but it should be clarified. The 3.8 pCi/g value for radium-226 represents EPA’s Baseline HHRA Soil Background (95th Percentile), (SRI Addendum Table 3-1). EPA recommends clarification of the last sentence beginning at the bottom of page 1-1 (“The exposure rate…which is documented in Section 2 of the GCWP.”). Recommend instead: 





 “The exposure rate, above background, equivalent to the 1E-04 incremental cancer risk for the outdoor commercial/industrial worker scenario is 2.8 microroentgens per hour (uR/hr) as documented in Section 2 of the Gamma Cap Performance Evaluation Work Plan.”





2. Slag Sample Results:  Followup actions regarding radium -226 concentration/radiation level  data  are needed.


Measured radium-226 concentrations for the test pad (average 35.7 pCi/g) are 16 % higher than previously assumed and modeled in the Gamma Cap Work Plan (the Gamma Cap Model Report used a value of 31 pCi/g).  These results are of potential concern and should be addressed in more detail. Although the increase was not enough to cause the 12 inch thick cap to fail to meet the RAO in this case, it raises questions about the data used for remedy and cap design. If slag concentrations in significant areas were even a few percent higher than observed during the test, then it would be possible that the 12 inch thick cap would not be adequate. The 12 inch thick cap design depends on a good understanding of the range of radium-226 concentrations in slag. This study would appear to have raised a question about the range of radium-226 in slag that should be anticipated.  In light of that result, additional followup actions to evaluate sitewide  Ra-226 concentrations (and/or associated radiation levels) are needed to assure that the assumptions incorporated into cap thickness design are adequately protective when applied sitewide.





3. Section 4.2.1, page 4-4:  Minor change, “non-liner” should be “non-linear”.





4. Section 4.2.2 Conversion Factor cpm/uR/hr:  Recommend alternate calculation.


The response of the sodium iodide detector varies with the nature of the gamma energy spectrum. The gamma energy spectrum will tend to become “hardened” with additional cap thickness. Therefore the sodium iodide response as a function of exposure rate and cap thickness could be expected to be nonlinear. The derivation of the conversion factor of 740 cpm/uR/hr is based on correlations performed over a range of gamma energy spectra.


Since the RAO is based on a risk-based level of 2.8 uR/hr above background, and this 2.8 uR/hr increment applies to the radiation that will be residual through a 12 inch cap, it is also possible to consider the correlation in the more appropriate range of 10 inch to 14 inch cap thickness.  


Using MS Excel, the data from 10, 12 and 14 inch cap thicknesses can be used to determine the slope of the data from 10 to 14 inch cap thickness. That result is 757 cpm/uR/hr with a standard deviation of 31 cpm/uR/hr. Using this conversion, the 2 standard deviation range for the cpm/uR/hr conversion is 695 – 819 cpm/uR/hr. Note that the average of 757 cpm/uR/hr is similar to the value of 760 cpm/uR/hr obtained from NUREG-1507 for Ra-226 in equilibrium with decay products, and also to the 740 cpm/uR/hr obtained in Section 4.2.2. Using the lower 2 standard deviation value of 695 cpm/uR/hr would provide a more conservative estimate of the RAO in terms of sodium iodide cpm.


5. Section 4.2.1 Demonstration of the RAO:  Section should include sodium iodide data evaluation.


This section applies MARSSIM evaluation criteria to the 12 inch cap using HPIC data. A similar analysis using shielded sodium iodide data would be useful, since the shielded sodium iodide is anticipated to be the final status survey instrument.  The RAO increment equivalent to 2.8 uR/hr can be derived based on the conversion factor of cpm/uR/hr .  Using the shielded sodium iodide data from the 12 inch cap and the background data along with the derived DCGLw, it appears that the 12 inch cap would pass the MARSSIM screening evaluation in much the same way as demonstrated using the HPIC data. Section 4.2.1 should include such demonstration for the sodium iodide data.


6. Demonstration of the RAO for the 10 inch cap thickness:  10 inch cap thickness fails MARSSIM


MARSSIM provides an additional screening criterion:


“Is the difference of the survey unit average and the reference area average greater than the DCGLw? If “yes” then the survey unit does not meet the release criterion.”





Using this test, it should be noted in Section 4.2.1 that based on both sodium iodide and HPIC data, the 10 inch cap would fail to meet RAOs.





7. Page 4-7 Shielded Gamma Count Rate Equivalent:  Clarification needed on RAO derivation.


As clarification, the “suggested EPA method” to determine the MDA for the shielded sodium iodide detector is necessary and consistent with the guidance of MARSSIM. MARSSIM identifies the standard deviation of measured values as including the real spatial variability in the quantity being measured, as well as the precision of the chosen measurement system. MARSSIM recommends a realistic or conservative estimate of the MDA. As noted in MARSSIM, it is preferable to overestimate the MDA and for direct measurements including background. The purpose of the “suggested EPA method” is to provide a useful and realistic characterization of the detection capabilities of the instrument within the context of the background levels where it will be expected to operate.


On page 4-7, the Addendum describes the shielded gamma count rate equivalent of the RAO as 5,741 cpm using the equation from Section 4.2.2. This does not appear to be consistent with the correlation factor of 740 cpm/uR/hr derived in Section 4.2.2. Using the conversion of 740 cpm/uR/hr  from Section 4.2.2, the RAO of 2.8 uR/hr (above background) would be equivalent to 2.8 x 740 = 2072 cpm (above background). While this does not appear to alter the conclusions of the section, the derivation of the shielded gamma count rate equivalent to the RAO should be clarified. 


8. Section 5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations: Cover thickness should be 12 inches minimum.


The conclusion that a cover thickness of  “12 inches plus or minus 2 inches” meets performance standards is not supported by the results of the gamma tests. The gamma tests show that a cover thickness of 10 inches would not be adequate to demonstrate that RAOs have been met. The conclusion should be restated as “cover thickness of a minimum of 12 inches”. 


EPA agrees with the conclusions regarding reference areas. It is unclear whether the sodium iodide detectors would exhibit the same temporal variability as the HPIC (Section 3.4.1), but providing for reference area measurements contemporaneous with final status surveys is probably appropriate.
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From: Sheldrake, Beth

To: Gervais, Gregory

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; Williams, Jonathan

Subject: RE: Tribal Consultation Planning (Lepic FOIA-Exempt -- Deliberative)
Date: Friday, July 10, 2015 8:36:32 AM

Hi, Greg. Both Jonathan and | are in the office next week (Jonathan is out on Monday, however) and
we keep our electronic calendars up to date. Wednesday mid day pacific time looks to be pretty
open.

Thanks!

Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10

Office of Environmental Cleanup

Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1

p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

From: Gervais, Gregory

Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 6:38 AM

To: Woods, Jim

Cc: Fonseca, Silvina; Sheldrake, Beth; Williams, Jonathan; Dailey, Anne; Poore, Christine; McDonnell,
Kimberlee

Subject: Tribal Consultation Planning (Lepic FOIA-Exempt -- Deliberative)

Jim,

Sorry you weren’t able to join Silvina, the other HQ folks and me earlier this week to begin planning
for tribal consultation with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes regarding the Eastern Michaud Flats FMC
OU and an Independent Review of Excavation and Treatment Technologies for Elemental
Phosphorus in Soil. Please let me know if | can set up a call to bring you into the discussion and get

your advice and incorporate it into our plans. We would like to present our recommended approach
to our Office Director, Jim Woolford, by the end of next week.

Thanks,
Greg

(Beth and Jonathan — I'd like to update you soon, so please advise on possible ‘good days’ to drop a
short meeting on your calendars)

claaeaeaaaeaelaaaeaelaaaeaelaaaeaeaaaeeiaaaeelaaaeeelciaieie:

Greg Gervais, P.E.
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Chief, Technology Assessment Branch | EPA OSWER OSRTI TIFSD
1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW, MC 5203P | Washington, DC 20460

703-603-0690 (0) | 571-289-2998 (c) | gervais.gregory@epa.gov | epa.gov/superfund | clu-in.org
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From: Gervais, Gregory

To: Woods, Jim

Cc: Fonseca, Silvina; Sheldrake, Beth; Williams. Jonathan; Dailey. Anne; Poore, Christine; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Tribal Consultation Planning (Lepic FOIA-Exempt -- Deliberative)

Date: Friday, July 10, 2015 6:38:07 AM

Jim,

Sorry you weren’t able to join Silvina, the other HQ folks and me earlier this week to begin planning
for tribal consultation with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes regarding the Eastern Michaud Flats FMC
OU and an Independent Review of Excavation and Treatment Technologies for Elemental
Phosphorus in Soil. Please let me know if | can set up a call to bring you into the discussion and get
your advice and incorporate it into our plans. We would like to present our recommended approach
to our Office Director, Jim Woolford, by the end of next week.

Thanks,
Greg

(Beth and Jonathan —I'd like to update you soon, so please advise on possible ‘good days’ to drop a
short meeting on your calendars)

clajaaaaaeaceaaaaaaacaaaeaaaeeeaaaaalcicciccialciiclCCIE)

Greg Gervais, P.E.

Chief, Technology Assessment Branch | EPA OSWER OSRTI TIFSD

1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW, MC 5203P | Washington, DC 20460

703-603-0690 (0) | 571-289-2998 (c) | gervais.gregory@epa.gov | epa.gov/superfund | clu-in.org
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FMC Corporation
Barry J. Crawford
Vice President

Operations

1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103
USA

216.299.6237
fmec.com

June 18, 2015

Fort Hall Tribal Business Council
P.O. Box 306, Pima Drive
Fort Hall, Idaho 83203

Dear Chairman Edmo and Council Members:

Thank you for the February 2015 meeting about FMC Corporation’s Pocatello Site and the productive
discussion. Ilook forward to continuing our dialogue.

When I visited the Council chambers earlier this year, there were a number of questions asked. The
attachment contains those questions and FMC’s answers. Please accept my apologies for taking this
long to respond. Ihope these answers are helpful to you and your staff. Please contact me anytime to
discuss or for follow-up. Thank you for your time.

Yours truly,

Barry J. Crawford
Vice President, Operations

CC: Blaine Edmo, Chairman
Lee Juan Tyler Vice-Chairman
Marcus Coby, Secretary
Mitzi Sabori, Treasurer
Devon Boyer, Sergeant At Arms
Edison Darrell Dixey, Jr.
Donna Bollinger





Questions & Answers:
February 25, 2015 Meeting with Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

. Why is access to the Pocatello remediation Site controlled by FMC rather than
EPA?

The Site is owned by FMC and is subject to federal regulations. EPA’s Unilateral
Administrative Order (UAO) for the Site remedial action requires FMC to control
access to the property.

. At the meeting, you asked whether Kira Lynch of EPA once worked for FMC?
I have checked and there is no record of Kira Lynch being an FMC employee.
. The UAO says there is an imminent health risk; is this true?

The UAO does not say that there is an imminent health visk. The UAO states “EPA has
determined that the conditions at the FMC OU may constitute an imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health or welfare . . . (emphasis added). FMC is
taking the appropriate steps to minimize potential health risks by implementing EPA’s
remedial action at the site. If there was an imminent health risk, I can assure you FMC
would address the risk.

The Tribes reported smoking from Pond 16S, and questioned whether workers are
breathing phosphine.

You are correct; the ponds can emit phosphine. Because of that, the workers who enter
the pond area are required to wear phosphine monitors so they are not exposed to

dangerous levels of phosphine. According to monitoring, phosphine does not reach the
fence line at detectable levels.

How many pounds of phosphine is the Site emitting per day?

FMC estimated 2.6 pounds of phosphine were emitted in total for the entire year of
2013.

We can assure you that the phosphine does not reach the fence line.

. Are Industrial Hygiene monitors appropriate Personal Protective Equipment
(PPE) for monitoring emissions from the Site as a whole?

Our focus for the monitoring program is immediate detection to protect the health of our
workers, and the industrial hygiene monitors are appropriate for that goal.

Safety is a core value at FMC, and safe work practices have been developed for the
Pocatello remedial action work. EPA has reviewed and approved FMC's programs,





and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) has conducted on-Site
inspections and found the work practices in compliance with OSHA rules and
regulations.

7. Since dust from slag is being observed, can you provide the science to show that
people are not being exposed?

Monitoring results show that Site workers are not exposed to unacceptable levels of air
contaminants. Also, the air monitoring being conducted both within the Site and at the
Site boundaries confirms Site emissions do not pose an unacceptable risk to the public.

8. Is there data to show how fast the contamination is migrating from the site?

Groundwater contaminants are currently migrating off-site, which is why we will be
implementing a groundwater pump-and-treat remedy. The “speed” of migration of
contaminated groundwater—for example, how many feet it moves per day—can be
estimated, but groundwater flow velocity is not a factor used to evaluate potential risks
at a site. The most important factor is the level of contaminants, which are being
addressed through a groundwater extraction and treatment system. That system is
designed to capture up to 530 gallons per minute, to keep the contamination from
migrating off-site.

9. What is the Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) system? Why can’t FMC use it to
treat phosphorus?

While the plant was still operating, FMC entered into a Consent Decree with EPA.
FMC agreed to design and construct a plant to treat phosphorus—containing wastes
generated from the production of elemental phosphorus. The “LDR Treatment Plant”
was the name given to that project. The original scope of the project was to freat
wastes coming out of the back end of the plant and wastes put into a specially-designed
pond (Pond 18). During the design of the LDR Treatment plant, FMC realized that
dredging and treating solids disposed into Pond 18 would present a greater risk to
workers than managing that waste in place. Thus, the Consent Decree was amended to
allow for Pond 18 to be capped.

The LDR plant’s only function was to treat production waste and the Pocatello plant
shut down before the LDR plant was ever operational. The LDR plant was dismantled
and removed because there were no longer any production wastes to treat. If was not
designed and was never intended to treat elemental phosphorus dispersed in soils.





10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

Has FMC reviewed Dr. Marianne Walsh’s study?

Yes. FMC has reviewed Dr. Walsh's study, which provides an independent and
comprehensive look at technologies to treat elemental phosphorus. Dr. Walsh listed at
least 17 patents filed between 1981 and 2005 describing methods for treating
phosphorus wastes. Those technologies were tested in a lab and not tested or
implemented in the field. Like FMC's LDR plant, those technologies focus on treating
process wastes at the point of generation and not phosphorus released in large
quantities over wide-spread areas in soil. As Dr. Walsh's study notes, even an attempl
fo treat wastes on a pilot scale at a plant in Florida resulted in a serious fire, after
which the site used capping as the remedy. Dr. Walsh's review of potential
technologies has been analyzed, but there is no safe, feasible, and proven way to
implement those technologies at this Site.

Idaho National Laboratory (INL) has said that slag could be used for other things;
is that true?

The use of slag outside the FMC property is prohibited by a voluntary agreement among
FMC, Monsanto, and EPA.

Why didn’t you communicate with us when the ferrophos was being shipped?

We apologize for not communicating this to you prior to now. In the Spring of 2015, the
last of the material was shipped off site by the purchaser. The ferrophos is now located
at the airport property under the control of the purchaser.

Does phosphorus react at less than 40° C?

The melting point of phosphorus is 44.1 °C (111.38 °F). Elemental phosphorus in
either a solid or liquid form will still react with oxygen.

We believe that there is $60M worth of elemental phosphorus in the ground at the
Site; is that true?

The current value of the elemental phosphorus in the ground would be approximately
$26 million as a marketable product. However, FMC knows of no safe or feasible way
to extract elemental phosphorus from the soil.

Could the elemental phosphorus be sent to Monsanto for processing?

We believe elemental phosphorus cannot be safely and feasibly extracted from soil, so
there is no possibility that the material could be sent to Monsanto for processing.





16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Is FMC willing to experiment with ways to use the elemental phosphorus?

FMC has reviewed and considered how to manage elemental phosphorus in the site
soils and has engaged engineers, scientists, and other subject matter experts. All agreed
the remedy selected by EPA to leave the phosphorus material in place is the safest and
most protective means of managing the material.

Can FMC give/get a university to study the use and treatment of phosphorus?

We have had subject matter experts look at alternatives and none has identified a safe
and feasible way to remove large amounts of elemental phosphorus from the soil. If
someone comes up with a safe and effective way to do this, FMC will consider it.

Argonne National Labs has been given the contract for the Special Review; is that
true and does FMC know anything about it?

Yes, we are aware that EPA committed to provide an independent review panel of the
response action and has selected Argonne National Laboratory to lead that review. We
have no further information about this federally-funded program. FMC will review the
results of this study when completed, and will work with EPA regarding potential
implementation of its findings.

What is inside the 21 buried rail cars? Is there a 1982 report about the rail cars?

According to a July 1, 1981, internal FMC memo written by the phosphorus area
supervisor, 30 used railcars were purchased to store sludge over a three-year period
(1962 — 1964). FMC installed a centrifuge at the plant to facilitate reprocessing the
sludge. The 1981 memo indicates most of the sludge was removed from the 30 railcars
and reprocessed by the end of 1964. Nine railcars were completely cleaned and
scrapped. 21 of them were cleaned and buried because it was not possible to safely
remove all of the sludge. It is estimated about 10 to 25% of total sludge capacity
remained in the 21 railcars at the time of burial.

Was there a picture in the plant lunch room of a buried rail car?

Yes, there was a 1965 aerial photo showing the partially buried rail cars. Over time,
the slag pile grew and the railcars were covered with 80 to 120 feet of slag, meaning
that the railcars are now entombed within the slag pile.

Are moles‘eating into rubber lining under the ponds?

FMC performs monitoring and pest control to eradicate rodents (i.e., mice and voles)
and gophers from the pond caps. In 2011, a gopher infestation was discovered at Pond
184 which required repair of the cap soil layer. However, there was no indication the
gopher holes extended deep enough to reach the cap HDPE liner.





22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

Is information provided to new residents in proximity to the Site?

Thank you for pointing this out. We are working on options for a more active system to
provide information to new and current residents on the Reservation. Information is
currently provided to the public at www.fincpocatello.com. The EPA website provides
information at hitp.//vosemite.epa.gov/r10/cleanup.nsf/sites/emichaud. FMC also
periodically provides updates on Site remediation activities by publishing
advertisements in the Idaho State Journal, Power County Press, and Sho-Ban News.

Are the ponds a deterrent to redevelopment?

FMC'’s experience at other sites (including the Front Royal Site in Virginia) is that a
contaminated site can be remediated and used productively, including
commercial/industrial uses, while also sustaining wildlife habitat. We think there are
several areas that could be redeveloped, and we would like to discuss that with you.
Even the RCRA ponds themselves could be used for passive development, such as
placement of solar panels, without impinging on the pond caps. This approach has been
used successfully throughout the United States to redevelop property to benefit the local
community. We are currently in negotiations with a prospective redeveloper of a
portion of the Site that is not on the Reservation.

Can we visit the Front Royal site?

Yes. Please contact Jonetta Everano, Field Project Manager, at 208-233-4350, and we
will make arrangements.

Has FMC gone through the proper procedure for a Tribal business license?

This issue is under litigation. I have no comment on this issue.

Can we talk with FMC and EPA together?

We are working on arranging a meeting to include FMC, the Tribes, and EPA.

Are there other chemicals that we need to be concerned about?

The Supplemental Feasibility Study Report identified Contaminants of Concern (COC)
for soil and groundwater at the site. For soil, the COCs are elemental phosphorus,
arsenic, cadmium, fluoride, lead-210 and radium-226. For groundwater, the COCs are

arsenic, fluoride, manganese, nitrate, elemental phosphorus, selenium, thallium, and
vanadium. The EPA remedy is designed to address all of these contaminants.





28.

29.

30.

31.

Will you provide us with the well data?

Yes. FMC has always and will continue to share well data with Tribal representatives.
Please contact Jonetta Everano, Field Project Manager, 208-233-4350, for that
information.

Is there a body still buried at the property; if so, can we block off the burial area?

Yes. Human remains were discovered in a remote area of FMC property that is oulside
the area being remediated. The Tribes, Idaho State University (ISU), and local law
enforcement were immediately notified. As I understand, the Tribes reburied the
remains in place with no special markings so that the privacy of the deceased was
protected. To ensure the safety of the sacred remains in a manner that retains the burial
site’s privacy, vehicle access to the area has been blocked off.

Will FMC tell the Tribes about the types of jobs that will become available at the
site?

FMC has instructed is contractors to provide hiring preferences for Native Americans
under the federal Civil Rights Act. We will highly encourage future developers to work
with and inform the Tribes of future job opportunities.

Could you provide contact information for a person with whom we can escalate
safety issues?

Yes, Joretta Everano, Field Project Manager, 208-233-4350.






From: Woods. Jim

To: Gervais, Gregory

Cc: Fonseca, Silvina; Sheldrake, Beth; Williams, Jonathan; Dailey, Anne; Poore, Christine; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Re: Tribal Consultation Planning (Lepic FOIA-Exempt -- Deliberative)

Date: Friday, July 10, 2015 9:24:42 AM

Hi Greg,

I've been out of the office this weel”. | plan to be back in the
office on Monday and hopefully we can find time to get caught up early next week.

Best,

Jim

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 10, 2015, at 6:38 AM, Gervais, Gregory <Gervais.Gregory@epa.gov> wrote:

Jim,

Sorry you weren’t able to join Silvina, the other HQ folks and me earlier this week to begin
planning for tribal consultation with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes regarding the Eastern
Michaud Flats FMC OU and an Independent Review of Excavation and Treatment
Technologies for Elemental Phosphorus in Soil. Please let me know if | can set up a call to
bring you into the discussion and get your advice and incorporate it into our plans. We
would like to present our recommended approach to our Office Director, Jim Woolford, by
the end of next week.

Thanks,

Greg

(Beth and Jonathan —I'd like to update you soon, so please advise on possible ‘good days’
to drop a short meeting on your calendars)

cljaaaaeaeceeeeeccaaaeaeaeeeeccaccaaeaeaeaeeeelelcclcQicie

Greg Gervais, P.E.
Chief, Technology Assessment Branch | EPA OSWER OSRTI TIFSD
1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW, MC 5203P | Washington, DC 20460

703-603-0690 (o) | 571-289-2998 (c) | gervais.gregory@epa.gov | epa.gov/superfund | clu-

In.org
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